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RESPONSE TO RESPONSE TO ARGUMENTS 

In the Response to Arguments section of the Examiner's Answer, the Examiner 
asserts at page 8, lines 15-18 that Levine (US 2003/0135327) discloses an apparatus 
having a processing component that detects the aircraft heading and attitude, which way 
the aircraft is actually pointed, whether the aircraft is moving slow or not moving, the 
aircraft position relative to landmarks, or a boat's position relative to channels, boating 
hazards, buoy information, etc., citing paragraphs [0084], [0089], and [0104] of Levine. 
The Examiner then asserts that such movements of an aircraft or a boat are considered 
suggestions of a "current posture" of an apparatus, where the term "current posture" is that 
as used in the present appealed claims. 

Further, in the Response to Arguments section (at page 9, lines 8-12), it is stated 
that paragraph [0102] of Levine mentions various operational] modes which are selected 
from user input, and that in one embodiment "Levine discloses a selected operation mode 
is based on input from filter 200, the filter 200 process is done from circuitry comparison 
between multiple navigational sources (par. 071), which is an embodiment the Examiner 
relies on." Applicant respectfully disagrees with these assertions made by the Office. 

It is noted that paragraph [0071] of Levine states that an object of Levine is a 
system that uses only the most accurate and reliable characteristics of several individual 
navigational sources. Such selecting of the most reliable characteristics of several 
sources does not imply the selection of one of different operational modes and much less 
a selection of one of different presentation modes. Paragraph [0102] of Levine simply 
states that various operational modes are selected by a keypad. Nothing is stated or 
suggested about different modes of presentation. 

It is also noted that the only passage of Levine which mentions different 
presentation modes is paragraph [0104]. The presentation modes are, by way of 
example, a 2-dimensional map which shows the position of a craft relative to landmarks; 
and a 3-dimensional display, which shows the position of a craft relative to features of the 
surrounding terrain; and a display showing a boat relative to waterway features. Thus, 
although a position of a craft relative to landmarks, etc. may be displayed, such position of 
a craft is not used as a basis for selecting one of the exemplary modes of presentation of 
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information. In fact, there is no disclosure or suggestion anywhere in Levine that would 
link data indicative of a current posture of a device to a mode of presentation of 
information. 

Further, the Examiner at page 9, lines 20-22 relies on paragraph [0089] and [01 1 1] 
of Levine for the proposition that aircrafts could be shown visually in different colors and 
this represents a different presentation mode. In fact, paragraph [0089] of Levine does 
not mention different modes of presentation and does not make a link between a posture 
of a craft and a mode of presentation of information. Even the suggested use of a certain 
color for representing an aircraft, such as when its brakes are on and the aircraft has zero 
thrust, does not depend on the current posture of the aircraft at all. Thus, even the use of 
color does not depend on the current posture of the aircraft. 

Further, paragraph [01 1 1] relied upon by the Examiner at page 9, lines 20-22, deals 
with the situation shown in Figure 4 of Levine where different aircraft are positioned on a 
cross-runway 620 such that the heading of the aircraft in combination with its position, 
velocity, and acceleration can be used to warn the aircraft of potential collision with 
another aircraft. Thus, it is the information of one aircraft relative to another that can be 
used to warn of a potential impending collision. There is no disclosure whatsoever that 
there is data indicative of the current posture of the aircraft for enabling a posture-related 
presentation of information to a user via an output component in which said processing 
includes selecting one of at least two different modes of presentation depending on said 
current posture of the apparatus (see claim 1 of the appeal claims). 

Finally, the Examiner at page 9, lines 16-17 references paragraphs [01 15] of Levine 
for a low-cost unit without keypads. This paragraph indicates that such low-cost units 
could be attached to mobile objects, such as barricades. There is no disclosure or 
suggestion that a unit provided without a keypad implies that data indicative of the current 
posture could be used for selecting a mode of presentation. The fact that the unit does 
not have a keypad is not seen as providing any teaching or suggestion to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art of the idea of the present invention as claimed of providing different 
modes of presentation and selecting such modes of presentation depending upon a 
current posture of the apparatus. 
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In view of the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that Levine fails to disclose the 
present invention as set forth in independent claims 1, 15, 24, and 25, as well as the 
dependent claims thereto. 

Conclusion 

For all of the above-recited reasons, as well as those previously presented in 
applicant's Appeal Brief, it is respectfully submitted that the rejection of claims 1-10 and 
14-25 of the present application is erroneous and should be reversed. 

Allowance of all of the claims in the present application is earnestly solicited. 

The undersigned respectfully submits that no fee is due for filing this Reply Brief. 
The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge to deposit account 23-0442 any fee 
deficiency required to submit this paper. 



Dated: February 4. 2010 

WARE, FRESSOLA, VAN DER SLUYS 
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755 Main Street, P.O. Box 224 Registration No. 27,550 
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